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1. Claims 1-15 are pending in this application. Claim 6 is cancelled. Claims 1-4, 7, and 10- 
1 1 are amended. Claims 12-15 are added as new claims. Now claims 1-5 and 7-15 are 
presented for examination. 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-5 and 7-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

A. The following words or phrases are not clearly understood rendering the claim vague 
or indefinite: 

a) "based on a channel type that indicates properties of a channel that generates 
said process requests", claim 1, lines 6-7. It is unclear which function, the accepting 
function or the determining function, of the process request determination means is 
based on the channel type. Examiner understanding from the specifications, page 16, is 
that, for example, "telephone forwarding" and "web forwarding" requests which normally 
use different channel types are both determined to be real-time requests. Accordingly, 
the determination function can not be based on the type of channel and only the 
accepting function may be based on the type of channel. This is unclear in the claim as 
cited. 
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b) "processing terminals currently open among channels capable of said real- 
time process", claim 1, lines 9-10, claim 2, lines 7-8, claim 8, lines 7-8, and claim 9, lines 
7-8 . The use of "channel" here is unclear, especially its relation to "the plurality of 
channels as communication means between a user and call center cited in the same 
claim. Examiner interprets that as process requests are allocated to processing 
terminals currently available among a plurality of processing terminals capable of 
processing said real-time process. This is unclear in the claim as cited. 

c) "determining whether process requests are real-time process requests" 

claim 2, lines 3-4, and "determining whether said process request is a real-time process 
request", claim 2, lines 6-7. It is unclear because it appears that the second limitation is 
already covered by the first limitation. 

d) "determining whether process requests are real-time process requests 

... or non-real-time process requests" claim 2, lines 3-4, and "determining whether said 
process request is a non-real-time process request", claim 2, lines 9-10. It is unclear 
because it appears that the second limitation is already covered by the first limitation. 

e) "suitability of open processing terminals", claim 3, line 4; "processing terminal 
is kept open", claim 5, lines 2-3, claim 12, line 2, claim 13, line 2, claim 14, line 2, and 
claim 15, line 2; "processing terminals currently open", claim 8, line 7, and claim 9, line 
7. It is unclear what "open means". It is interpreted by the examiner as available. 



B. The following terms lack antecedent basis: 
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a) "said process request", claim 2, line 6 and line 9; 

b) "the priority level", claim 3, line 3; 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 4, 10, and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Haigh 
(5,793,861). 

6. Haigh is cited by the examiner in a previous office action. 

7. As per claim 4, Haigh discloses the invention as claimed including a multi-channel 
processing control method (Fig. 2) for processing terminals (106, Fig. 7) handled by operators 
processing incoming tasks and processing terminals handled by operators processing outgoing 
tasks (AGENT STATION 34, Fig. 1, 104, 106, Fig. 7; and col. 6, lines 4-7), at least one of the 
operators being a dual-duty operator capable of processing either incoming tasks or outgoing 
tasks (col. 6, lines 6-9), comprising: allocating the processing terminal handled by said dual-duty 
operator to either incoming or outgoing tasks based on a current status of the processing 
terminals handled by the operators (col. 6, line 6-19, 20-38); wherein said incoming tasks and 
outgoing tasks include process requests arising from channels (col. 2, lines 2-9; Fig. 1 ; and col. 
5, lines 31-37) including, in addition to the processing terminals handled by said operators, Web 
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agent handling process requests generated by Internet web servers (col. 3, lines 54-57; and col. 

7. lines 18-21), e-mail agents handling process requests generated by e-mail servers (col. 3, 
lines 57-58; and col. 7, lines 22-23 ); and automatic voice response devices automatically 
processing incoming signals from public lines (col. 3, lines 22-39; and Fig. 7). 

8. As claim 10, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 4 above. In addition, a 
recording medium on which is recorded a program for a multi-channel control performing the 
method of claim 4 is inherent in Haigh's disclosure. 

9. As per claim 1 1 , the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claims 4 and 10 above. In 
addition, a transmission medium transmitting a program for a multi-channel control performing 
the method of claim 4 is inherent in Haigh's disclosure. 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11 Claims 1-3, 5, 7-9, and 12-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Haigh (US 5,793,861 ) in view of Naoki et al. (JP 07-030946), hereinafter "Naoki". 



12. Naoki is cited by the applicant in IDS paper filed March 7, 2003. 
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13. As per claim 1, Haigh discloses the invention substantially as claimed including a multi- 
channel processing control device (12, Fig. 1), comprising: process request determination 
means (Transaction Controller 18, Fig. 1) for determining the type of process requests from a 
plurality of channels (col. 2, lines 2-9; Fig. 1; and col. 5, lines 31-37); processing allocation 
means for allocating process requests (col. 2, lines 24-39; and col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 4) to 
processing terminals currently open among channels (col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 19; col. 5, 
lines 65-67; col. 6, lines 39-48), administrating means for administrating process requests (col. 
2, lines 24-39; and col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 4), as well as priority levels therefor (col. 2, lines 
26-32; and col. 7, lines 33-39); and allocation means for allocating to any of the processing 
terminals (col. 2, lines 24-39; and col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 4), said allocation performed with 
consideration given to the priority level and to suitability of the terminal for handling the process 
(col. 2, lines 27-40; col. 4, lines 52-55; and col. 7, lines 33-39). 

14. Haigh does not necessarily designate process requests as real-time or non-real-time 
requests . Haigh discloses the main features of the claimed invention of receiving process 
requests from different channels, identifying them, queuing them, allocating them to appropriate 
and available processing terminals and agents. Haigh, in one embodiment, identifies the type of 
process requests with the channel types (col. 2, lines 61-65), in another embodiment, identifies 
the type of the process requests with a time stamp, a counter, or other means (col. 3, lines 12- 
21 ). The concept of identification / classification / or determination of the type of process 
requests is essential in Haigh's disclosure in order to perform the process of queuing and 
allocation of process requests to appropriate and available processing terminals (col. 2, lines 
24-39; and col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 4). It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at 
the time of the invention that such concept of identification or determination of the type of 
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process requests, which is proved to be essential to the whole process, may be based on a 

wide parameters including identifying them as real-time process requests, non-real-time process 
requests. Such identification or classification is clearly obvious in the prior art. So, as Haigh 
does not necessarily designate process requests as real-time or non-real-time requests, others 
in the prior art do, e.g. Naoki et al. do. Naoki et al. discloses that a determination of process 
requests as real-time and non-real-time may be performed to identify or classify the requests. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify the 
teachings of Haigh with that of Naoki et al. Using Naoki et al. determination of process requests 
as real-time and non-real-time would highly enhance the performance of Haigh's system with 
the obvious motivation of granting and executing real-time requests with higher level of priority 
(see, Naoki et al's abstract). 

15. Haigh may not explicitly disclose separate allocating, and administrative and allocating 
means for different classifications of process requests. However, he discloses request 
processing system (12, Fig. 1) with administrating and allocating functions (48, Fig. 2) through 
request controller (18, Fig. 1) with selective processing of requests in the queue (col. 2, lines 31- 
32). The request controller queues the request in at least one queue 16, the queue may include 
a plurality of classes or may include a plurality of types of queues (col. 2, lines 33-39). 
Modifying Haigh's teachings with Naoki et al.'s would mean producing real-time and non-real- 
time request queues handles by corresponding administrative and allocating means. 

16. As per claim 2, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 above. In addition, 
Haigh discloses a multi-channel processing control method ( Fig. 2), comprising: determining 
the type of process requests (col. 2, lines 2-9; Fig. 1 ; and col. 5, lines 31-37); allocating 
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different types of process requests (col. 2, lines 24-39; and col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 4) to 
processing terminals currently open among channels (col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 19; col. 5, 
lines 65-67; col. 6, lines 39-48) capable of processing each type, and administrating process 
requests (col. 2, lines 24-39; and col. 4, line 52 to col. 5, line 4) as well as priority levels therefor 
(e.g. col. 2, lines 27-35). 

17. As to claim 3, Haigh discloses allocating process request currently being administrated 
to a most appropriate processing terminal, based on the priority level of the request and 
suitability of open processing terminals capable of processing said request ( col. 4, line 52 to 
col. 5, line 4; col. 5, lines 47-54; and col. 6, lines 20-24). 

18. As per claims 5, and 12-15, Haigh discloses among the processing terminals handled by 
said operators, at least one processing terminal is kept open for real-time incoming tasks (col. 6, 
lines 20-24).. 

19. As to claim 7, Haigh discloses said outgoing tasks include preplanned non-real process 
requests not requiring real-time processing (col. 7, lines 33-39). 

20. As claim 8, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 and 2 above. In 
addition, a recording medium on which is recorded a program for a multi-channel control 
performing the method of claim2 is inherent in Haigh and Noaki's disclosure. 
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21 . As per claim 9, the claim is rejected for the same reasons as claims 1 , 2, and 8 above. In 
addition, a transmission medium transmitting a program for a multi-channel control performing 
the method of claim2 is inherent in Haigh and Noaki's disclosure. 

22. Applicant's arguments filed 7/29/2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

23. In the remarks, applicants argued in substance that (1), Haigh does not teach 
determination means for determining whether process requests are real-time or non-real-time, 
(2), Haigh does not teach allocation among capable channels, (3), Haigh does not teach 
administering priority levels, (4), Haigh does not teach about suitability of a terminal for handling 
the process, and (5) Haigh does not teach accepting a process request. 

24. Examiner respectfully traverses applicants' remarks. 

25. As to point (1), Haigh teachings modified with Noaki's teaching as explained above 
clearly teach determination means for determining whether process requests are real-time or 
non-real-time. 

26. As to point (2), Haigh clearly disclose allocation among capable channels (col. 5, line 65 
to col. 6, line 4). Next available agent capable of receiving specific type of process requests 
means allocation of process requests. It is obvious that special agents are designated to special 
processing terminals. 
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27. As to point (30) Haigh does teach administrating priority levels (col. 2, lines 27-40; col. 4, 
lines 52-55; and col. 7, lines 33-39). The default FIFO order is part of administrating a priority 
level system that may be modified by the supervisor. Also other known queue processing 
techniques may be used such as LIFO, which is also part of administrating a priority level 
system. Selective processing is also a part of administrating a priority level system. Priority 
levels are also assigned for follow-up call and/or appointment (col. 7, lines 33-39). 

28. As to point (4), Haigh does teach about suitability of a terminal for handling the process 
(col. 5, line 65 to col. 6, line 4). Available agent capable of receiving specific type of process 
requests means allocation of process requests. It is obvious that special agents are designated 
to special processing terminals. 

29. As to point (5), In Haigh, process requests are accepted by the process request 
"transaction" processing system 12 of Fig. 1 which operates as multi-channel ACD system (col. 
2, lines 40-57). 

30. Applicant's amendment changed the scope of the claims and necessitated the new 
ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE 
FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

31 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Nabil M. El-Hady whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3963. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571 ) 272-3964. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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